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. ) As an qbfect{for study, the ﬁbtion-picture quium has :

A R
[} ’ ' - ] '

historiegally drawn considerable research attention from histor- .

- ’

ians, aestheticians, gnd students of law and technology.  Such

+ .
research studies 'as offered~ by scholars, from these variows
disciplinary perspectives are justified as being both needed ard

importaht. to the. ¥ndividual wishing to gain a complete under-

- '

standing of cinema. Somewhat surprising, hoyéver, is the.pé@éity

of ‘valid and ré;igble research of thd recipients -- the consumers --:

of motion pictures.l T - ’ -
. . RN S . T
Systematic study of the film,audience properly, but not

-

! i v “ »
necessarily exclusively, falls within thé purview of social scien-
. N - . . . , ' :

tists trdined in such%ééademié disciplines as communications,
psychology, and sociology, among otHers. While sotial scientists,
s hd ~ L, " . . »

enamored with the other major media of mass communications, have

* "
B

consistently and prolifically gone about the business of conduéting.

studies resulting in the compiling of encyclopedic volumes devoted

to the audience for the medium of their interest, thevreséarch

[ -

field on ‘film audiences 4is’largely unexplored. The mass commuﬁicai\

tions student in search of audiencé analysis for any of the ¢
. ’ ' ~
contemporary mass media but one -- motion pictures;-- is faced

‘. (perhaps intimidated would be a bettep term in some instances)

with formidable and seeminély never-ending qa?d.cétalogue drawers, ’

journal articles, convention papers, books, and ¥governmental
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literature. Film audienfe.researchers, on the other hand, typically
find thems®lves inundated with a veritable fdrest of verbiage,
little of which 1s theoretlcally and methodologlcally systematlc,
coherent, or va11d « The dearth of  published emp1r1cal data on

the film audlence is clearly 111ustrated by a recent comprehensive

.

blbllograpny of §uoh research which’ reported only 104 entries
since 1960.% Aithouéh the quantity of studies might seem impres-
sivey it'is hardly quwﬁen considered fram the perspective of a

medium with a nearly one hnndred year history.3 The state of the

art in'film audience researdh7has'perhaps been best summarized by

- - ~ -t r\l +
Slmpnet. - s ’ .

> .

~ k2

Motion picture audience research has been growing as
»a science from humble beginnings to more grandiose
beginnings., But if seems always to have been making
beginnings. N " “

» *
’

.. PURPOSES OF THE STUDY -

N

&

Ae has long been recognlzed -- at least since 1948, when the

. .

dramatlc drop- in weekly film admlsslons began - contemporary

mov1e-goers are/ far more selectlve in thelr film attendance

¥q N

behav1or than were the1r counterparts when‘the medium was at its

height in popularlty. The findings of several'studlesi support

>

the concept of a dlscrlmlnatlng audience: for most individuals,

movietgoing.appears‘tb'Be a directionally specdfio activity;gga
people go to a movie;jnot the movies. Thus, for most peogle,

most of tne time, we‘need not look for theories of motivation

concerning going to'tﬁgfmovies; rather, what needs to be

investigated are the decision factors, or salient variables,
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which motivate going to a movie. Therefore, while the uses and

’

gratifications approach to mass communications6 might be ‘an

approgpiate strategy for examining, understanding, and eiplaining
movie attendance as a general activity, it would seem a less
approprlate approach when applied to a spec1f1c movie attendance.
Moreover, this doncept of a dlscrlmlnatlng movie audience causes
us to change, for the most part, the focus of our attention away
7 and differ-

P .
ential personallty types8 as motlvatlons for movie attendance. .

frém such research as the effect of social isolation

An important theoretical issue, therefore, with regard to

-~

film audiences, which has largely been 1gnore_fby social scien-

tists, is the salience individuals attrlbute to a varlety of fllm-

specific variables which, in turn, help to determine thelr partlpular
. |
mov1e-g01ng experlence. Thus, th1s study detalls the results of

an investigation of the importance of 28 potent;ally 1nfluent1al
variables in movie ‘attendance decisions. Based on the concept of
a discriminating audience, the research questions this study

addresses are:
N . - S >
1. "How important is movie-going as. a leisure-time activity?
Ll 4

2. How important were these 28'vani;bles in the individuals'

k]

most receént«decision to attend & movie and what percentage

of the movie attendance variance was predicted by these , -

28 variables? . .

<

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE

To understand, explain, and predict mévie-going, a theoretical

-

persﬁective is not only useful but ngcessary. The purposes of the

» .
5

’
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present study suggest the relevanc§ of motivational research.

A cognitive apgrcach to motivation which emphasizes that indi-

s

viduals make behaviordl choices based on the value of differing -

M outcomes they perceive as javailable to them is the Expectancy.x
) > . . »
Valye model~ Here, it is proposed, persons appraise a given -
. , ! . f
» -situation, formulate possible outcomes of a variety of actions

. . they might take as well as the consequences of those outcomes,

. and then choose that behavioral alternative for which the product

-

of&&hese varlables is maximal. 9 As Korman states, this theory

of motivation most closely approximates the model of "economlc'
~ <
R mn,nlo b . /! N

Al
- ~ . - -

. _ As applied tc,movie attendance- behavior and the s€lection -of

MR

a particulac film for attendanCe,_Exﬁéctqncy x Value %heory wouid
suggest that individyals perceive a number of variables impinging

. upon their movie attendance behav1or. These variables, each to
a lesser or greater extent, may be conceptualized as the components

B

entering the 1ndiv1dua1's,appralsq%\prccess. ConcomitantLy, the
. -

-

variableé afe likely to, perhags simuitaneously, affect both the
_outcomes (decision to attend cne film océr another) and the
consequencc;'(e.g., enjoyment of the film selecéed) of the
individual's behaviocal choice. The questlon, then, becomes : :
What is the differential welghtlng of these variables that produces
the behav1op? The present study seeks to provide at least a

tentative .answer to this question.

L . i

«
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. ‘ oo ) REVIEW OF LITERATURE
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‘A The 28 varlables considered in thls study were selected on’
v

the basis of both previous research and intuition. A prlorl,

.these 28 variables may be broadly categorized #mto eight areas.:.

production personnel (director, producer, screenwriter, male and
. \ .

"female stars), production elements (music, photoéraphy, title, .7

Motion Picture Assdciation of Amerfcatfating (¢, PG, R XJ),‘
advertlslng (prev1ews, and ads in newspapers, magazines, tele- )
vision and radio), criticism an? rev1ew1ng “(in ‘newspapers , ‘maga-

zines, telev1$10n and radlo), 1nterpersona1 1nf1uence (from ‘ .
. L3
frlehds and parents), percept;on of fllm content (plot “and genre),

. flnanclal costs to the patron (prlce of admission, proximity of
— ,theater,’ and 1nc1dental, xpenses), and other (nomlnatlon for and

, v
. winning of an Academy Awand)ta

N

: A myriad of anecdotal repcrts'ha;e'stressed’the salience of
many of these variables as they'felate to a film's populariﬁy anq R

. . .(.4 J - N - ¢
" hence, presumably, the individual's motivation pﬁgcess.l% Such

» . strictly speculative; and oftentimes contradictory, remarks offer . |

. .

little in the way of advancing and’ conflrmlng the 1ndepeniFnt and

cumulatlvezcontrlbutlon of these vap%ables to film attendance
. ~ L
2 behay;cr. Although their heurlst;c value may-be great, gheir
theoretical utility rémains questionable until subject to testing.

: & N . AN ] -
\ - . o

-

A few social science reports have investigated some of the

variables consjidered here independent (or—iq,iso}aticﬂ)‘of the

. other variables also considered'by_this_report (i.e., studies

that résearthed the impact of stars, crities, or hord;of-mouthlz_
- '

Q : ‘ - ' ) e L Y
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on film attendanc& or popularity as ‘discrete objects for scrutiny).

For the,purposes of the present study the three reports. to be

reviewed here are of primary significance for;two 1mportant
N

reasons. First, all three studies sought to %nvestigate the
1nfluence, or importahce, of sgveral variables on film choice.

Second, all three studies employed a?sample survey thereby )
. . ¢ .:
avoiding “the methodological pitfalls of non-survey studies.13

The earliest«of the three studies to be discussed here was

1y

reported by Silvey and Ken&on. Their sample consisted of 831

British movie-goers. ’Silvey and Kenyon found that, of eight

. variableshexamined, the film's sybject and cast were the most

~a ’ s
important reasons for their sample's most recent, c¥hema experience

~

and the film s title and producer/director weré the least impor-

.t -
tant. Similar results were found by the "Los Angeles Times study15

which investigated 15 variables: subject matter and cast were

the two/most important factors in determining whether or not to

see a movie and the prbducer/director, length of the movie, title,
. e [ .

and results of Acade Awards were least 1nf1uent1al. Austin16

investigated the 1mpor ance assigned to 28 variables (the same as

those examined~by this study) by college students for their most
! s
chent film attendance. As was found by the other two studies,

T

subject matter was ¢learly the most important variable and produc-

>

,tion‘personnel (producer, screenwriter, and director) the least

L4

important variables. But whereas the Times and Silvey and Kenyonl

s

female gtars to be of lesser importance than television advertise—

« - .
P '

‘' ments, previews, title of the film, and price of admission. 1In

-

" studies found actors to be importants Austin repdrted the-male and

-
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. summary, the findings of the three most germane studies, for the

purpéses of this éeport,'all agree that subject matter is'the

most important variable influencing yotivatioa‘for film choice;
"behind-the-screen" production personnel;yere found to be least.
imbortant. . .

»

An important distinction between the Times study ‘and Austin
and Silvey and Kenyon's reseaych is that the Times report
examined its variables in a context-free -setting (i.e., movie-
going in general) *‘while the other two studies presented the

respdndents with the varlables in a context-specific settlng

(i.e., most recent movie-going experience). It can be suggested

that the context-specific approach is methodologically preferable
s1nce respondents' answers can be assumed more _ accurate, and '

#

hence valid, when asked to recall information as applied to a

e

specifiec film situation rather than movie-going in geneﬁal.
' ' ' -

METHODOLOGY - '

~ . " w o >

Respondents to the self-administered questlonnalre used for

this study were students enrolled in 9th and 12th’\?ade English

17 A .

Comp051tlon classes of a northeastern 5ub11c high school.
&
18

nonprobability conveniénce “sample was used. A total of 130

questionnaires were distributed, all of which were -usable.

Distribution and collection of the questionnaires occurred in
¢ ' -

-

May 1980. \

Respondents fanged‘in age from 14 to 19 years (X=16.1 years).

(p
The sample was evenly dividéd between males and females; 52% were

" 9th grade students and 48% were 12th graders. The sample was

I3

ot
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‘
subdivided into two groups, .frequent and occasional movie-goers.
. , X .

Frequent movie-goers were defined as thse respondents ‘who
- ,

°

reported attending films twicd a month or more (n=37).

The questionnaire used in this study was designed to assess

.the importance respondents assigned to the- 28 variables in their’

most recent film-gciﬁg experience and the importance of movie-

going as a leisure-time activity. In order to determine most

‘recent film attendance, the respondents were dsked to record the
title of the last movie they had seen.as well as "who or what

, . »
drew your attention to the film." Follawing these two open-ended

aloe . -

questions, the participants. were directed to indicate their
opinion concerning the importance of each of the 28 variables in,

their attendance dgcision on a seven-point rating scale. Response
. . . s

options ran@ed from "verj important" to "very unimportant."
&

Importance of mov1g/§91ng as a leisure-time act1v1ty was measured

'by two methods: (1) an opén-ended question asked the respondents

to name theiﬁ\favbrite leisure-time activity and (2) the respond:®

‘e

ents were asked to indicate the importance they assigned movie-

+*

going as & leisure-time actiwvity on a seven-point rating scale.
A test-rétgst reliability check on the suryey instrument was

conductgd.I? 'Using Pearson ppoduct-moment correlation, thq over-
‘all reliability’ index f test-retest across a sample of the survey
. . . .
items was +.70. Individual item coefficients ranged from +.56

L)

(p<.001, dne-tailed) to +.98 (p< .001, ‘one-tailed’).
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\ LY
o RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
\ . o -
° ’ . " The first research question asked: How important,is movie-

o

going as a leisure-time actinity? Responses to the open-ended
- questionnairé item inquiring as to the participants' favorite

leisure-time dctivity were coded into one of eleven categories.

N

Overall, going to the-’movies was reoorted as a favorite leisure-
‘ *fime activity by 4.2% of the sample; 3.2% of the occasional-and

5.4% of the frequent filmgoers-reported going to the movies as

] v

their favorite leisure-time activity. Compared to other studies

which have asked the same (o> similar) guestion, movie-going as
N
. a favorite actiVity was, percentage—w&se, found to be slightly
H ¢ .
more prevalent in the present stud&. Among colIege students

~ . 20

Austin reported that 2 5% of his sample named m6v1e-g01ng as

their favorite leisure actiVity (.9% among the occaSional and 6% o
] \ @

. among the frequent attenders) lThe Los Angeles Times study found

a’ ¢

AN that 2% of its total samgle and 2 5%%of the teenagers in its

sample Zeported movie-going as their favorite leisure activity.

The second method uéed to measure the importance participants

assigned to mov1e-going as a leisure-time‘actiVity was their

-

response to’ a.survey 1ti9/w1th a seven-point response. scale

(1=very unimportan@)., For the sample as a whole the mean\reégonse
. . . \' -
was 4.1; among occasicnal movie-goers the mean response wag 3.6 -
\ . .

while frequent,movieléoere had a ‘mean response of 4.6. The dif-
ference in mean resporses bet;een occasional and fﬁequent movie-
goers, as might’be intuitively suspected, was significant |
(t=4.569, df= 128, p<.001, two-tailed)\\ By wdy of comparisjn,

: the college students in Amstln s study, ‘responding to the same

o TR '

ERIC : — -
" -

B A i 7ext Provias c 4 ’ ¢

e . ’ .
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v cluded that movie-going is considered as a favorite leisure

-10-

P

- >

question and using the same seven-point-rating scaile, had a meéan

g

/?esponse of 3.7 (3.4 for occasional movie-goers and 4.2 for

frequent movie-goers). -

2

Based on the findings of the present study it can.be con-

»

activity for only a tiny percentage of this sample. Far more

-

frequently, these respondents reported activities such as sports

A

and socializing with friends as their favorite leisure-time

activit;. However, compared to the college S{hdents in Austin's
1981 report tne high scnool students participating in fhe study
reported here nafed movie-going as a favorite leisure activity
more frequently in the open-ended condition and had a higher mean
‘response on-ghe'seven-point rating scale. The data seems to \
suggestxﬁthenﬁ.that the importanceg of movie-going as a leisure.
\&ct1V1ty diminishes with age. Future researcn might recast the
"favorite lelsure time" questlon-{/lo a more specific context of

-

spectator amusements. By placing movie-going .in such a context,

important comparative data may be gathered (&.g., movie attendance

) vis-s-vis spectator sports, theater,” etc.).
-~ The second research question 1nqu1red as to the 1mportance

of 28 varlables in the respondents' most recent decision to attend
>

a m3v1e. The respondents reported a total ,of 55 different tltles.

as their most recent movie attended.. A preliminary method for
obtalnlng information regardlng the 1mportance of various factors

on attendance dec1s1ons was responses to the open ended questlon

~

which‘asked "who or what drew your attentlon-to the fllm.[most

—

recently attendedi."; Responses to this question were coded- into °

L]

-
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eight categpries. Talle 1 reports the percentage distribution
‘i T i J

- -— e e e ‘

Table 1 About Here' - ™

~ - ————

py type of response for both attendance groups. The-sub}eetmn"«;~~ﬂ_~~-
. P .
" matter of the film and interpersonal contact were the.,two most

frequently recorded responses. These two categories accounted

for more than' 50% of the total response among both aggregates.

Overall no significant difference (p> .05) was found between

L
- groups. - o .

' - < « 4
Table 2 presents the mean score, standard deviation, and :
’ . . \ ’vl

rank for each of the 28 variables relaﬁiY; to the other variables

bfor'the‘tvgo attendance groups. As was reported by the ' three

. @
. Table 2 About Here §

<

studies cited in the review of literature, subject matter (plot

and genre) was clearly the most important factor for attendance ‘,f”/

. ¢

decisions. Thé data presented here also confirm$ previous

research which demdnstréted the low saiiepce of "behind-the-
screen" production personnel (producer, director, screenwriter). -
Unlike the Silvey and Kenyon and Los Angeles Times studies, a

‘ film's cast was not near the top of the list of important ..

-
- £

_/\ !
variables. Advertisements and eritical commentary in the broad-

Q

cast media were more important than in the print media.

Frequent movie-goers were found to have evaluated more of

/hthe 28 vifz;bles as being above the response scale neutral-point

. L}

/ , 13 ‘ .
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(4.0) in importance than did occasional mdvie-goeps (12 variables
‘to 1 respectLvely) This suggests that frequent movie-goers use
more varlables to make a choice for movie ‘attendance than do

occasional movie-goers. That is, the component structure -- and
. p i )
hence appraisal process -- of frequent movie-goers more

.

sophisticated and complex one thap for occasional movie-goers;

1

more variableg are perceived as important in effeatihg the deci-
sion outcome. The difference in number of salient variables
between attendance groups can be explained theoretically. .

Expectancy x Value theory, as applied to movie-going,,would

-

'suggest that this greater_number of qslient variables influences

frequency of engaging in the behavior: '"the more values a person .

can achieve_by a given form of behavior, the more he will engage .

o £ .21

»in that beéhavior." Thus, for tne_frequent movie-goer, who has

a greater number of important variables than the occasional

movie—gder,'"the values of anticipateq.reward’functions to
-+

enhance or strengthen the impulse to act. n22

The second research questlon of fered' by thls study also

-*asked:- What percentage of the movie attendance variance was"
o : ’ [ ,
predictegd by these 28 variables? To provide an answer to this

= -

question, the 28 variable$ were entered by forward stepwise

r '
v .

inclusion in @ multiple regression analysis with movie attendance
L LNt

as the dependent variable. 1In the stepwise regression procedure,

e . °°

* « the most powerful independent variable (i.e., that varjable which{
explains the greatest amount cf,variance in the dependent variable)
is entered first, followed by the remaining independent variables

®

' according to the, strength of their contribution to variance

ke e 1y
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explained in the dependent variab%F: As Jennrich no%es, the

stepwise routine allows the researcher to "steer the {predictor

_ N . -« . . -
~variable] additions by statistically meaningful criteria."?3,

+ For this study the criteria utilized were: n in predictor 1ist=28, ]
. , ' e
F=.01, and tolerance=.001.2%- . | A

Overall, for the sample as a whole, nearly one-third ':
(R2=31.u, F=1.816, p-Z.DOl) of the movie attendance variance

.was explained by the¢se variables. This is a slightly higher

. )

percentage of variance explained than Austin found in his study
. . »
of college students (R2=28.6). The summary portion of the

.. “ A
“regression analysis for occasional film-goers is presented in
Table 3 while Tdble 4 reports the results for frequent movie-

Table 4 About Here ’
T ST LT
goers. As can be seen, 36.0%¥of the variance is explained for
\ ’ l .l '
the occasional group and 89.7% for the frquent’group. Austin's

Y
study of college .students ?eported R2 values of 32.6% for occasional
. ' .

movie-goérs and 52.5% for frequent moyie-éoers. oL

From the sum total of thé;findings presented in this stﬁdy-
it can be coﬁcluded that these gé variables are more relevant, ]
or important, to frequent movie-goers than occasfbnal‘movie- |

goers. This conclusion is congruent with what Expectancy x Value -

theory would predict in that the more "rewards" or values offered

4
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.
e

by a given activity, the more likely one is to engage iﬁ‘that
4 ° %

activity.. Therefore, persons who go to thé movies more often
than others find more of these variables as valuable ard 
reQarding to them.. Alterhately, it ceh be proposed that the
greater/the number of variables viewed‘as peing im%grtant, the

more frequently movie attendance will occur. Expettancy,x Value
- . - — . .
theory would hold the latter statement.as more valid than the

former. ‘Conversely, these variables appear to be of only
. . .
limited value to infrequent movie-goers. Thus the predlctlve

power of these varlables is applicable to a, far larger extent

*

among frequent than occasional movie-goers..

. ¥

v N

CONCLUSION

hd
*" u

The 28-variable model for movie attendance decisions presented

‘ﬁggere offers multitudinous heuristic aspects. Two ,theoretically

- S . .
important issues will be briefly addressed here.

%

25, The method by

which respondents were presented with the 28 vatriables provides
/us with a fairly good indication of These varlables'"sallence
once the 1nd1v1dual has dec1ded to attend a movie (as opposed to
engaglng in some other actrvlty). Thus the present study presumes
that the decision to altér)existing act1v1t1es has already been

reached by the 1nd1v1dual The present study did not however,

attempt to analyze a necessarygzntecedent condltlon thereby

sy -

>

leaving a central motlvatlon theory'questlon ‘unanswered: What
. o, =
specific condiﬁipns determine how an individual initially becomes

motivated to"eﬁgage in movie-going as an act1v1ty° This is an

Bicdd el

1mportant theoretlcal questlon in need of research attentlon.
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*

o . R
.The second theoretical issue in need of research attention

A

g

is the temporal seqﬁencefinvolved in the motivational‘.process.
‘ . : - - N t)(. l.‘ g . - 2
//The question for stqdy here 1s: -Do the 28 variables 1ncrease 1ln
< _importaﬁce before frequency.- of attendance increases (i.e.,

-

increased salience causes more frequent movie-going) or does more

frequent movie attendance (explained by some other theoretical
\ A '
eonstruct) cause increased salience of the variables? This

question suggests at least two others, each having related theo-

. “retical implications. First, there is a neéd to discdver the

process by‘which'individuals assign‘iﬁcrgased impgrtance to the

‘variables. Second, there is a need- to determine the causal

-

factors that influence fmore frequent attendance among some
- s

\ .

LS .
individuals.

W
Bl

FullText Provided by enic [N
o -

R




FOOTNOTES
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11n 1953 Leo A.~Hande1‘("Hollywood Market Research," The

Quarterly of Film, Radio and Television 7 [Spring 1953]: 304-

310) noted that "Audience research is well entrenched in all

media of mass communication except film" (p. 310) and aftributeg ’

thls, in part to Hollywood+s resistance to such research.

2Bruce ‘A. Austin, "Film Audience Reseéfch 1960-~1980: An

Annotated Bibliography," Journal. of Popular Film and Television

8 (1980, no. 2): 53-60. . . -

3One might wish to, compare the simple ﬁrequency of movie ~

" - audience studies with, for example, those of a much more recent
medium, television. If,,for instance, one wishes to assess the
bod& of literature éertaininé to teléviéion and motion pictures
vis-a-vis their audiences, and could only use‘éne book, the point .

' regarding the depth and_breadth of knowledge condern%pg film .

., audience research is‘m;de abundantly élear.‘ For' TV audieénce.
reseércﬁ perhaps the most cufrent ané comprehensive book one
would choose to consult would, be George'Comstock et al.'s
Tele&télon and ‘Human BehaV1or (New York: Columbia Unlver51ty

Press, 1978) in which one would find 510 pages of text surveying

more than 2500 research reports. In contrast, the most current

film audience research book is Leo A. .Handel's Hollywood Looks

at Its, Audience (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1950),

containing 227 pages of text and fewer than 100 references.

l‘Thomas Simonet, "Industry," Film Comment 1y (January

Pebruary 1978): 72-73. , o,




See for example, Los Angeles Times, A Look at Southern

California Movie-Going (lLos Angeles: Los Angeles Times, 13972),
which. found Ythat nearly three-quarters (73%) of its respondents
(teenagers and adults) -reported they had decided to see a partic-
ular picture before deciding fo go to the movies, rather than fhe

-

other way around (i.e., 'deciding to go to the movies before R

deciding which film to see). .

6See for instance: Jay G. Blumler and Elihu Katz, The Uses '

of Mass Communication (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1974);

Richard Dembo, "Gratifications Found in Media by British Teenage

Boys," Journalism Quarterlléo (Autumn 1973): 517-5263; Kenneth Af

Kaufman, "Why Do People Go to the Movies? -- A Study of Motion —
Picture Attendance as a Socially Comfortable Activity," unpub-

lished M.A. thesis, University of Pennsylvania, 1973; James M.

0'Brien, "Experiencing the Populaf Film: An Audience‘Gratifica-

- tions Stgdy,"\uniublished—Ph.b. dissertation, Northwestern
, p

“University, 1977.

U

7Marvin E. Olsen, "Motion Picture Attendance and‘Sociél - b

Isolation," Sociological Quarterly 1 (April 1960): 107-116; =

Marvin E. Olsen, "Correction of 'Motion,Picture X%tendance and
+ l .
Social Isolation,'" Sociological Quarterly 6 (Spring 1965): 179.

'BPhilip Anasf,:”Personality Determinants. bf Mass Media

Preferencés," J&urnalism Quhrterlg>u3 ®Winter 1966): 729-732.

»

~ Helnz Hetkhauser, "Achlevement Motivation and its Constructs:
v

A Cognltlve Model," Mctlvatlon and Emotion -1 (December 1977) 285,

] ) 10A K. Korman, The Psycholqu of Motlvatlon (Englewood - >

.Gliffs, NJ: Prentlce-Hall, 1974), p. 122. . _,/’ﬁ

-
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11To cite just a few examples from the plethora of ermchair

philosophy available, see: Lee Beaupre, "Grosses Gloss: Breaking

' Away at the Box-0Office," Film Comment 16 (March-April 1980):

69-73; I. C. Jarvie, Movies and Society (New York: Basic Books,

1970); Michael F. Mayer, The Film Industries, 2n4 ed. (New York:

Hastings House, 1978), especially Chapter 5, "The Elements of
Popularity,”" pp. 33-u5; Chris Munsun, "The Marketing of Motion

Pictures," unpublished D.B,A. thesis, Univergity of Southern

~

“California, 1969. - e .
- I'\

lz%or research on stars see: Gorham Klndem,°ﬁHollywood'
Movie Star System and the Film Industry 1n the 1940'5," paper
presented at the Fourth Internatlonal Conference or Culture and
Communication, Phi;ade;ghie, PA, April 1981 and Thomas Simoﬁet,
"Performers' Marqueewvelues in Relationclo Tog-Groeeing.Films,"

. paper presented atjéhe Society for Cinema Studies Conference;
Philadelphia, PA, ﬁarch 1878; for research on critics and film
directoes see: Té;mas.Simonee and Kenneth Harwood, "Populﬁi*n
Favorites and Crifics' Darlings Among Film Directors in American

“Release, 1930-1971," paper presented at the Society for Cipema
Studies Conference, Evanstoe, fL, March 1977 and Jules J. Wanderer,
"In Defense of ?opuiar Taste: Film Ratings Among Professional and

s P ] ) - v .
Lay Audiences," American JourAal of Sociology 76 (September 1970):

262-272; for research on word-of-mouth see Thomas 0'Guinn, "The
Audience's Choice: Movie Selection and Word of. Mouth," paper

»presented at the International Communication Associayéon Conference,

Minneapolis, MN, May 1981 and Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld,

\ Personal#®Influence (Glencoe, IL: The Free Press, 1955).

~ \
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This is not to suggest that Sample survey (self report)

~

13

:data is w1thout flaw, such is clearly not the cq.F . For research
using non-survey methods see for 1nstagce.__Barry P. Litman, "An—
Empirical Analysis of Theatrical Movie Popularitx," paper presented
at.tHe Popular Cultupe Association Conference, DetrqithMI, April

; Kindem, "Hollywood's Movie Star System," ibid.; Gorhim A.

Kindepn, "Statistical Analysis of Non-Theatrical Feature Film
Exhibition: A Predictive Model for University Film Atfendanée,"

55459;

Journal of the University Film Association 32 (Fall 1$80):

‘f Simonet, "Performers" Marquee Values," ibia.; Simonet and Harwood,

"Popular Favorites and Critics' Darlings,"_ibid.; and Thomas S.
8

Slmonet Regre551on Analysis of Prior Experlences of Key Produc-

tion Personnel™as Predlctors‘gf Revenues from ngh-Gn0551ng .

- s

Motion Pictures in American RePease (New Yor®: Arno Press, -1980).
14 '

&

Robert SilOey and Jddy Kenyon, "Why‘YqP Go to the Pictures,"

Films and Fllmlng,ll (Jhne 1965): 36.

15Los Angeles Tlmes, A Look at Southern Callfornla Movie-

4-5,

GOing, 92- Clt. 9 pp- uz-u3.
18Bruce A. Austin, "Film Attendaﬁce:‘Why Qo%legé.Students

Cho¥e to SéefTheir Most Recent Film,hrbapeg presented at the
Eastern Communication Assopiation Conference, Pittsburgh,'PA;
April 1981. Segaalso BrucefA..Ausqin,\"Motion Pictgre Attendance
and Factors Infl&éﬁcing Movie Selection émong High Scﬂgol Students,"
paper presented at the University Film‘AEsociationaCon%erence,.
Ithaca, NY, August 1979 (available in ERIC, ED 177:630).

17Copieéﬁof the queSlennaire are available from the author.
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. 18'i‘he justifigat%on for using inferegfial,stgtistics wi%h a
- nonprobability sample ma§’3e~f9und in Robert F. Winch and Donald
- T. Campbell, "Prq&f? No. ' Evidence? Yes. The Significange of
Tests of Significance," America: Sociologist 4 (May .1969): 140-143.
19Full details of the reliabilié& check are presénted in Bruce
A. Austln, "M P.A.A. Rating Infldence on Stated leellhood of High
.7 Schq91 &tudent Film Attendance A Test of Reactance Theory,"
* unpublished Ph.D. ‘Elssertatlon, Temple University, 1981;
20Aust1n, "Film Attendance," op. c1t. ‘
' 2ll(orman The Psycholpgy of Motlvatlon, pe 201.
N 22J. W. Akklnipn, An Inteructlon to M?tlvatlon (Princeton,
< NJ: Van Nost.rand', 1964), p. 212, ° S 2 A
'23Roﬁert I. Jennrich,*"Stepwisé Régression," in Kurt Ehnslein,
Y Anthony Ralston, and Herbert S. Wilf (Eés.), S%atistical Methods
for Digital Compute;s, vol. 3 (NY: John Wiley g\Sonsb 1977), p. S8.
_ 2Por a discussion and exblanation‘of these\cr%teria and
» - related aspects of multiple regression analysis sée Norman H.

[

Nie et al., Statistical Packége for the Social’Scieﬁces,'an ed.

(NY: McGraw-Hill 1975), pp. 320- 367 S (
\ 25Other important heurlstlc aspects include the "purlty" of |
the variables themselves (e.g., one might argge that the 1nfluencg
of virtually al} the production variables, aswwell as plot apd ‘
genre, are contingent on sourceé exfernal to the vafiables‘fﬁ;;-
~selves). This p01nt has been dlscussed by Austln, "Fllm Attendance,
. op. _5;., and Austin, "M.P.A.A. Ratlng,“‘gg cit.
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“TABLE 1

ATTENTION FACTOR FOR -MOST RECENT
—~A MOVIE EXPERIENCE ’

OCCASIONAL FREQUENT
MOVIE-GOERS _ MOVIE-GOERS
Theme/plot C o b2 35.5%
* Word-of-mouth C 200287 22,6%
Star 1468 . 19gus
_Other , 10.1% ' ' 12.9%
TV ads * ©6.7% 6.9%

- Previews 2.2% 0.0%

Reviews . 1.1% 3.2%
s ) = ) = s
i Newspaper ads 2.2% 0.0% -

- -~

2

X%=2.96, df=?, p>.05



~ TABLE 2 -
. ' MEAN SCORES* AND RANK-ORDER-.FOR IMPORTANCE OF
" MOVIE ATTENDANCE VARIABLES

'OCCASIONAL FREQUENT ~

‘ MOVIE-GOERS MOVIE-GOERS
\(n=93) . (n=37)
X SD Rank X SP  Rank
’ Plot 5.27 1.80 2 5.45 1.59 1"
Genre | : . 5.33 1.92 1 5.27 1.72 2
Friends' comments 4.9  2.00 3 5,27  2.06 2 .
TV ads : ‘ ¥.45  1.93 4 4.75 2.12 3
Title ' 4.16 2.05 5  4.75 1.86 3
Color photography - 4.05 2446 6 4.75 2.33 3
Previews - 3.95 2.17 9 4.70  2.14 4
Radio ads ‘ 3.90 2.00 10 4,40 2,21 5
_ Black & white photography 3.76 2.38 11 4,29 2.37 7
. Music . 3.69 2.26 13 y.40 2.30 5
@ MPAA rating 3.72  2.16 12 L 4.35 2.17 .6
Prige of admission 3.97%- 7,15 . §.  3.62 2.27 11
Proximity of theater 4,02 "7 2,25 7 3.32 1.76 I
" Femalestar . 3.54 2.32 .14 . 4.02 2.40 8
. Male star 3.12  2.09 16 3.94 2.32 9
Newspaper ‘ads 3.13 1.91 15 3.81 1.96 10
Magazine ads ©3.100 1.90 17 3.27 1.92 15
- TV critics - 2.96 1.79 19 3.48 2.12 13
Oscar nomination 2,84 1.97 21 -3.24 2.15 16
Oscar winning M  2.91 2.04 20 3.54 2.18 12
. Radio critics 2.69 1.66 24 3.21  1.91 17
s . Parents' comments . 2.82 1.82 22 2.67 1.95 20
Incidental costs . ©2.97 2.18 18 2.2 1.72 ° 2u
.. Magazine critics 2072 1.8%  23° _ 2.75 "1.77 18
. Newspaper crities 2.67 - 1.77 - 25 2.72 '1.92 19
. Producer - T 1,78 1.51 - 26 2.48  2.04 21
. Director . . 1.69 1.53 27 2.43  1.99 22
- Writer ‘ 1.44 - 1.03 28 2.32  1.91 23
LA X by cqlumn ,( 3.41 ’ ) 3.76°
- SD by column . - " 1.96 ' ' 2.04

/

*#1=very unimportant, ’/'=very important 2 4
s ) .

<
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TABLE 3

3

" SUMMARY TABLE FOR STEPWISE REGRESSION WITH MOVIE
N - 5

ATTENDANCE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE: OCCASIONAL MOVIE-GOERS

. . T ]
PREDICTOR VARIABLES R2 BETA

—e

Radio ads .089
Writer ‘ o ~.285
Black & white photography : . .267 .
Proximity of theater ) -.360
Genre ‘ ) ' 388
Oscar winning ° .566

Magazine ads . -.42y
Friends' comments ~ .18l
Radio critics - * - .289
Plot ' -.218
Previgws * 154
Male star -.157
Oscar nomination -.351
Color photogréphy -.122
Title \ %076
Female star ' .077
MPAA ratings ©o.052
Incidental costs _ -.079
quents' comﬁentsak - =077
~.Newspaper ads --.090
Price of admission ' ] .04y
TV ads . : -.031
Music _ -.031
TV critics : -.031
Producer . .017
Coﬁstant‘ ‘ 2:&98
S -
overall F=%.509

af=25,67
p> .05
. adjusted R%z.121
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' §
TABLE 4 N .

SUMMARY TABLE FOR STEPWISE REGRESSION WITH MOVIE

-

ATTENDANCE AS THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE: FREQUENT MOVIE-GOERS

L3 Ary

4

PREDICTOR VARIABLES R BETA
Producer -as.d58 -.685\ \
®» IncideXtal costs .24y -.357
Oscar winning 7329 .027
Friends' comments . 384 LT1Y
Radio ads P67 YL
Title .536 -, RS
Female star .600 -.105
' Previews X .637 -.%23
Plot ; .676 -.054
Parents' comments . .697 587
Price of ddmission .709 hﬁﬁ$ﬁ10
Black ¢ white photography’ .724 “ef . 298
Newspaper ads .738 .18
Genre - <755 -.u71
Music %767 -<,019
Writer .794 . 584
Magazine ads’ . .813 <453
/‘ Oscar nomination .822 092
Color photography .837 \ -.152
Male star .861 ~ -.41Y
Magazine critics .870 -.155
Proximity of theater .872 .356
TV crities ' .876 .82
Radio crities : .882 -.555
TV ads - o .y .889 517
Newspaper crities “ . 894 -.289
MPAA rating .897 ~.182
Constant  5.001
Y
overall F=2.930 .
© df=27.9’ oo
N p<.05
adjusted R2=.591 '
26
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